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League on the llth March, 1932, declaring it incumbent upon
Members of the League not to recognize any situation brought about
by means contrary to the Covenant or to the Pact of Paris.1 It also
recalled the declaration signed on the 3rd August, 1932, by which
nineteen American states gave a similar undertaking.2
This report was adopted unanimously by the Council, by roll call,
on the 18th March. It was accepted by the Colombian delegate,
Seiior Santos, on behalf of his Government, but the Peruvian dele-
gate, Sefior Calderon, voted against it and left the Council table when
it was carried over his head. After it had adopted the report prepared
by the Committee of Three, the Council also adopted a resolution
noting that it was entitled, in virtue of paragraph 4 of Article 4 of
the Covenant, to deal ewith any question affecting the peace of the
World' and that it therefore could not 'withhold its attention from
developments in the dispute between Colombia and Peru'. Accord-
ingly, it decided to appoint an Advisory Committee 'to watch the
situation, assist the Council in the performance of its duties under
Article 4, paragraph 4, and help the Members of the League for the
same purpose to concert their action and their attitude among them-
selves and with non-member states'. This committee was to consist
of representatives of all the members of the Council (except Japan),3
and the United States and Brazil were also to be invited to collaborate
in its work 'in the manner they shall consider the most appropriate'.
These invitations were despatched immediately, and on the same day
(the 18th March) the Government of the United States agreed to
nominate an observer to participate in the work of the Committee
without the right to vote.4 The Brazilian Government accepted the
invitation., on the same terms, on the 24th March.
The Advisory Committee, of which Mr. Sean Lester was appointed
chairman, held its first meeting on the 22nd March and discussed the
possibility of putting an arms embargo into force against Peru if that
bound not to 'go to war with any party to the dispute which' complied 'with
the recommendations of the report'. This negative obligation was the only
one explicitly imposed upon Members of the League by Article 15, but the
sanctions of Article 16 were, of course, in reserve for application against the
state which resorted to war in disregard of its covenants under Articles 12,
13, or 15.
1 See the Survey for 1932, pp. 578-80.                      2 See p. 407 above.
3  For the position of Japan, see the present volume, Part IV, section (iv).
4  According to a report published in the American Press, it was 'made clear*
at Washington on the 18th March that President Roosevelt would be 'glad
to have the assistance of the League in matters of concern' in the American
hemisphere. The acceptance of the League's invitation to collaborate with the
Advisory Committee confirmed the indications that the new Administration
intended to carry on the policy of their predecessors in this respect.